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Ms. Helen T. Zeigler, Director 
Office of General Services 
1201 Main Street, Suite 420 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
Dear Helen: 
HBU!N T. ZBlOU!R 
DIJlBCTOR 
MA 'mRIALS MANAOBMBNT OPPICB 
12101 MAIN STRBBT, SU1111 600 
COLUMBIA, SOunf CAROLINA 2.9201 
(103) 737-0600 
Pu(I03)737~ 
VOIOHT SHEALY 
ASSIST ANT DIJlBCTOR 
May 20, 1998 
JOHN DRUMMOND 
CHAJRMAN, SBNA'm PINANCB COMMITil!B 
HENRY B. BROWN, Jlt. 
CHAJRMAN, WAYS AND MBANS COMMITiliB 
LtrrnBll P. CAR'mR 
HXBCl111VB DIJlBCTOR 
I have attached the Office of the Adjutant General's procurement audit report and 
recommendations made by the Office of Audit and Certification. I concur and recommend the 
Budget and Control Board grant the Office a two year certification as noted in the audit report. 
Since*rl ri ~ n ~' ~~ R~ ht Shealy <~ 
Materials Management O~cer 
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We have examined the procurement policies and procedures of the Office of the Adjutant 
General for the period July 1, 1995 through June 30, 1997. As part of our examination, we 
studied and evaluated the system of internal control over procurement transactions to the extent 
we considered necessary. 
The evaluation was to establish a basis for reliance upon the system of internal control to 
assure adherence to the Consolidated Procurement Code as well as State and agency procurement 
policy. Additionally, the evaluation was used in determining the nature, timing and extent of 
other auditing procedures necessary for developing an opinion on the adequacy, efficiency and 
effectiveness of the procurement system. 
The administration of the Office of the Adjutant General is responsible for establishing and 
maintaining a system of internal control over procurement transactions. In fulfilling this 
responsibility, estimates and judgments by management are required to assess the expected 
benefits and related costs of control procedures. The objectives of a system are to provide 
management with reasonable, but not absolute, assurance of the integrity of the procurement 
process, that affected assets are safeguarded against loss from unauthorized use or disposition 
and that transactions are executed in accordance with management's authorization and are 
recorded properly. 
Because of inherent limitations in any system of internal control, errors or irregularities may 
occur and not be detected. Also, projection of any evaluation of the system to future periods is 
subject to the risk that procedures may become inadequate because of changes in conditions or 
that the degree of compliance with the procedures may deteriorate. 
Our study and evaluation of the system of internal control over procurement transactions, as 
well as our overall examination of procurement policies and procedures, were conducted with 
professional care. However, because of the nature of audit testing, they would not necessarily 
disclose all weaknesses in the system. 
The examination did, however, disclose conditions enumerated in this report which we 
. believe need correction or improvement. 
Corrective action based on the recommendations described in these findings will in all 
material respects place the Office of the Adjutant General in compliance with the South Carolina 
Consolidated Procurement Code and ensuing regulations. 
Sincerely, 
~G';;~ 
Larry G. Sorrell, Manager 
Audit and Certification 
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INTRODUCfiON 
We conducted an examination of the internal procurement operating policies and procedures 
of the Office of the Adjutant General. Our on-site revie~ was conducted July 21 through August 
4, 1997 and was made under Section 11-35-1230(1) of the South Carolina Consolidated 
Procurement Code and Section 19-445.2020 of the accompanying regulations. 
The examination was directed principally to determine whether, in all material respects, the 
procurement system's internal controls were adequate and the procurement procedures, as 
outlined in the Internal Procurement Operating Procedures Manual, were in compliance with the 
South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code and its ensuing regulations. 
Additionally, our work was directed toward assisting the Office in promoting the underlying 
purposes and policies of the Code as outlined in Section 11-35-20 which include: 
( 1) to ensure the fair and equitable treatment of all persons who 
deal with the procurement system of this State 
(2) to provide increased economy in state procurement activities 
and to maximize to the fullest extent practicable the purchasing 
values of funds of the State 
(3) to provide safeguards for the maintenance of a procurement 
system of quality and integrity with clearly defined rules for 
ethical behavior on the part of all persons engaged in the public 
procurement process 
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BACKGROUND 
Section 11-35-1210 of the South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code states: 
The (Budget and Control) Board may assign differential dollar limits 
below which individual governmental bodies may make direct 
procurements not under term contracts. The Office of General Services 
shall review the respective governmental body's internal procurement 
operation, shall verify in writing that it is consistent with the provisions of 
this code and the ensuing regulations, and recommend to the Board those 
dollar limits for the respective governmental body's procurement not under 
term contract. 
On March 5, 1996, the Budget and Control Board granted the Office of the Adjutant General 
the following procurement certifications: 
Category 
Goods and Services 
Limit 
$25,000 per commitment 
Our audit was performed primarily to determine if recertification is warranted. No 
additional certification over the current limit was requested. 
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.. SCOPE 
We conducted our examination in accordance with Generally Accepted Auditing Standards 
as they apply to compliance audits. Our examination ~ncompassed a detailed analysis of the 
internal procurement operating procedures of the Office of the Adjutant General and its related 
policies and procedures manual to the extent we deemeq necessary to formulate an opinion on 
the adequacy of the system to properly handle procurement transactions. 
We selected judgmental samples for the period July 1, 1995 through June 30, 1997 of 
procurement transactions for compliance testing and performed other audit procedures that we 
considered necessary to formulate this opinion. Specifically, the scope of our audit included, but 
was not limited to, a review of the following: 
( 1) All sole source, emergency and trade-in sale procurements for 
the period July 1, 1995 through June 30, 1997 
(2) Procurement transactions for the period July 1, 1995 through 
June 30, 1997 as follows: 
a) Seventy five payments each exceeding $1,500 
b) A block sample of three hundred seventeen numerically 
issued purchased orders which were issued from April 24 to 
June 30, 1997 
(3) Eight professional service contracts and four construction 
contracts for compliance with the Manual for Planning and 
Execution of State Permanent Improvements 
( 4) Minority Business Enterprise Plans and reports for the audit 
period 
(5) Information technology plans and approvals for the period July 
1, 1995- June 30, 1998 
(6) Internal procurement procedures manual 
(7) Surplus property procedures 
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SUMMARY OF AUDIT FINDINGS .. 
Our audit of the procurement system of the Office of the Adjutant General, hereinafter 
referred to as the Office, produced findings and recommendations as follows. 
I. Blanket Purchase Agreements CBPAs) Not In Compliance 
A. BPAs Limits Per Call Exceeded 
Three BPAs exceeded the $1,500 limit per call that was specified on the 
purchase orders and were unauthorized as a result. No competition was 
solicited on any of these orders. 
B. BPAs Used In Lieu Of Competed Contracts 
Our testing revealed two short term contracts set up on BPAs without any 
solicitations of competition being made. 
C. BPA Limits Per Call Not Always Established 
Some BPAs did not have the limit per call established on the purchase 
orders in effect giving the authorized user the ability to make a purchase 
up to the maximum amount of the purchase order without securing any 
competition. 
D. BPAs Unnecessarily Set Up As Emergency Procurements 
Fourteen blanket purchase agreement procurements for 
telecommunications equipment, supplies, and services were procured as 
emergency procurements unnecessarily since the BP As had a per call 
limit not to exceed $1 ,500. 
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II. Sole Source And Emergency Procurements 
A. Competition Not Solicited On Emergencies 
Some emergency procurements had no solicitations of competition made 
even though sufficient time was available. 
B. Reporting Errors 
Reporting errors were noted in our review of the quarterly reports of sole 
source and emergency procurements. 
C. Unauthorized Telecommunications Procurements 
Telecommunications procurements done as sole sources were not 
approved by the Office of Information Resource Management of the 
Budget and Control Board as required by Section 1-11-430 of the Code of 
Laws. 
D. Inappropriate Emergencies 
Two inappropriate emergencies were both based on lapse of funding. 
E. Emergency Caused By Poor Planning 
One of the armories ran out of heating oil during a weekend and had to 
have oil delivered over that weekend. 
F. Drug-Free Workplace Certifications Not Obtained 
We noted three emergency procurements for $50,000 or greater where the 
Office did not obtain the required Drug-Free Workplace certification. 
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G. Sole Source And Emergency Determinations Not Dated 
Six sole source and emergency determinations were· not dated causing us 
to be unable to determine if the procurements were approved in a timely 
manner. 
ill. General Procurement Exceptions 
A. Unauthorized Procurements 
Seven procurements were unauthorized. All but one were over the 
Office's procurement authority. 
B. Procurements Without Competition 
Two procurements were made without any evidence of solicitations of 
competition, sole source or emergency determinations. 
C. Competition Reguirements Not Based On Total Contract 
The Office did not consider the total potential value of solicitations in 
determining competition requirements. 
D. Incorrect Award Made 
The lowest responsive bidder was not awarded the contract on one 
transaction. 
E. Multi-Term Determinations Not Prepared 
Two instances were noted where the Office did not comply with the 
multi-term provisions of the Code. 
8 
PAGE 
20 
21 
23 
23 
24 
25 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
F. Quotes Not Always Date Stamped 
Not all quotes had been date and time stamped showing that they had 
been received prior to the openings. 
IV. Construction Procurements 
A. Professional Service Contracts Related to Construction 
The Office was unable to provide us with all of the documentation 
required by the Code. 
B. Emergency Construction Contract Not Reported 
The Office failed to report an emergency procurement to the Materials 
Management Office as required by Section ll-35-2440 of the Code. 
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RESULTS OF EXAMINATION 
I. Blanket Purchase Agreements Not In Compliance 
Blanket purchase agreements as defined in Regulation 19-445.2100 are a simplified method 
of filling anticipated repetitive needs for small quantities of supplies or services by establishing 
"charge accounts" with qualified sources of supply. Blanket purchase agreements (BPAs) are 
designed to reduce administrative costs in accomplishing small purchases by eliminating the 
need for issuing individual purchase documents. Based on this defin_ition of BPAs, we noted the 
following exceptions with BPA procurements at the Office. 
A. BPA Limits Per Call Exceeded 
The following BPAs exceeded the $1,500 (the threshold where competition is required) 
limit per call that was specified on the purchase orders. No competition was solicited on any of 
these orders. 
PO 
1236 
1236 
Description 
Telecommunications equipment, supplies and services 
Telecommunications equipment, supplies and services 
Per Call Amount 
$23,936 
2,636 
1237 Telecommunications equiprpent, supplies and services 5,157 
In addition to the $1 ,500 limit per call on purchase order 1236, the purchase order also had a 
maximum amount not to exceed of $25,000. The two calls placed against purchase order 1236 
totaled $26,572 (23,936 + 2,636). Because the limits per call were exceeded, the purchases were 
unauthorized. Ratification from the Materials Management Office must be requested for the 
$23,936 and $5,157 as each exceeded the Office's certification of $5,000 for information 
technology. The purchase in the amount of $2,636 may be ratified by the Office since this 
purchase was within the agency's procurement authority. 
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Since BPA procurements do not pass through the procurement office after the purchase 
orders have been issued, the point of enforcement of BPA terms and conditions falls on the 
Accounts Payable Office. Accounts Payable must ensure that the limits per call and the 
maximum amounts listed on the purchase orders are not exceeded. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
PO 1236 expended $26,572 for telecommunications equipment on two partial payments. Two 
procurement actions totaling $23,936 and $2,636 for equipment were procured. PO 1237 
expended $5,157 for telecommunications equipment. The per call limit for blanket purchase 
agreements of $1,500 was exceeded. The statement that individual purchases may not exceed 
$1,500 was typed on the purchase request by the requester and on the purchase order. Personnel 
in the Budget and Finance branch have been informed on their duty to enforce the $1,500 per call 
limit. It was the misinterpretation of the procurement office that the agency certification of 
$25,000 (goods and services) covered all areas. The personnel from the SCMD Office of 
Information Management (requester) as well as those in the procurement office have been 
informed of our certification level of $5,000 on Information Technology procurements and its 
restrictions. 
B. BPAs Used In Lieu Of Competed Contracts 
Our testing revealed two short term contracts were set up on BP As without any solicitations 
of competition being made. 
Description Period of Service Amount 
2148 Security guard services 02/18/97- 06/30/97 $5,000 . 
1709 Janitorial services 11/01196 - 06130/97 4,640 
Since these types of contracts are easily identifiable in terms of definite periods of time and 
quantities of service, competition should have been solicited before the contracts were awarded. 
The Office should keep in mind that the intent of a BP A is a simplified method of filling 
anticipated repetitive needs for small quantities of supplies or services. 
We recommend the Office compete contracts for services when they can reasonably estimate 
definite quantities in units of supply, hours of service, and definite periods of time. 
11 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
PO 2148 - It is understood that a BPA is an improper method of obtaining this service, especially 
when temporary security guards are covered on an existing term contract. PO 1709 - It is 
understood that the requested janitorial service should have been competed. This service has 
been discontinued as the vendor failed to complete the service as requested. A review of BPAs 
will be initiated in the near future to help eliminate of such misuses. 
C. BPA Limits Per Call Not Always Established 
The following BPAs did not have the limit per call established on the purchase orders in 
effect giving the authorized user the ability to make a purchase up to the maximum amount of the 
purchase order without securing any competition. 
Description Amount 
2449 Telecommunications equipment, supplies and services $25,000 
619 Telecommunications equipment, supplies and services 10,000 
1450 Telecommunications equipment, supplies and services 10,000 
2856 Hardware supplies 2,500 
2819 Hardware supplies 2,500 
BPAs usually have a limit per call that does not exceed $1,500, the limit at which 
solicitations of competition begins. Amounts over the $1 ,500 limit per call on a BP A would 
require a contract awarded through competition. Further, Regulation 19-445.2100(B)(3)(c) 
requires that a dollar limitation per call for each individual authorized to use a BPA shall be 
furnished to the supplier by the Procurement Officer. No such dollar limitations were placed on 
any of these blanket purchase agreements. As a result on purchase order 2449, $17,641 of 
telecommunications equipment was bought at one time without any solicitations of competition 
being made. Because the Office only has $5,000 of information technology certification, the 
purchase was unauthorized and requires ratification from the Materials Management Office. Our 
12 
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testing also revealed on purchase order 1450 where $3,658 of telecommunications equipment 
was bought at one time without competition. 
We recommend when setting up BPAs, the Procurement Office adhere to the provisions 
outlined in Regulation 19-445.2100 (B). 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
Personnel in the Budget and Finance Division have been informed on their duty to enforce the 
$1,500 per call limit. We have instructed all affected program manager/requesters to include the 
"per call" statement on the purchase request and to explain the necessity for it. We have also 
begun having each vendor read and certify a "Blanket Purchase Agreement Terms and 
Conditions" letter that is kept on file in the Procurement Office. It was the misinterpretation of 
the Procurement Office that the agency certification of $25,000 (goods and services) covered all 
areas. The personnel from the SCMD Office of Information Management (requester) as well as 
those in the Procurement Office have been informed of our certification level of $5,000 on 
Information Technology procurements and its restrictions. 
D. BPAs Unnecessarily Set Up As Emergency Procurements 
We tested fourteen blanket purchase agreement procurements for telecommunications 
equipment, supplies. and services which were procured as emergency procurements 
unnecessarily. Since the BPAs had a per call limit not to exceed $1,500 each, the point at which 
competition begins. the emergency procurement method did not have to be used. Single 
purchases less than $1,500 do not require competition and do not require that an emergency 
determination be. done either. 
Due to the number of blanket purchase agreements issued for telecommunications 
equipment. supplies. and services the Office should consider establishing a term contract. The 
emergency determinations we reviewed indicated that the Office was attempting to establish a 
term contract for these services. However. a term contract never materialized. 
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We recommend that BP As set up with a limit per call not to exceed $1 ,500 not be reported 
as emergency procurements. Also, the Office should proceed with establishing a term contract 
for telecommunications equipment, supplies and services: 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
We will assemble a list of the common types of materials/services routinely procured and will 
work with the Materials Management Office and Office of Information Resources in obtaining a 
term contract. As we have failed at our first attempt to establish this list, the Office has made it a 
priority for the Division of Information Management. It is understood that no procurement 
action not exceeding the $1,500 threshold is to be listed as an emergency. BPAs by their nature 
should also not be included in the reporting of emergency procurements. 
II. Sole Source And Emergency Procurements 
We examined the quarterly reports of sole source and emergency procurements for the 
period July 1, 1995 through June 30, 1997. This review was performed to determine the 
appropriateness of the procurement actions taken and the accuracy of the reports submitted to the 
Office of General Services as required by Section 11-35-2440 of the Code. 
A. Competition Not Solicited On Emergencies 
The following emergency procurements had no solicitations of competition made even 
though sufficient time was available. 
PO 
993 
994 
995 
998 
767 
863 
759 
Description 
Safety equipment 
Safety equipment 
Safety equipment 
Safety equipment 
Total Procurements 
Safety equipment 
Safety equipment 
Safety equipment 
14 
Amount 
$ 15,602 
29,525 
42,741 
14138Q 
$102,248 
$111,472 
71,007 
47,430 
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PO Description Amount 
861 Safety equipment $31,037 
760 Safety equipment 13,506 
696 Safety equipment 5,750 
761 Safety equipment 41216 
Total Procurements $284,418 
1085 Remove pond. sediment $34,395 
876 Gas piping 22,520 
2372 Replace/repair doors and locks 16,134 
1011 Septic system repairs 4,900 
Sufficient time was available to solicit at least informal competition on these transactions. 
Regulation 19-445.2110(E) states, "The procedure used shall be selected to assure that the 
required supplies, services, or construction items are procured in time to meet the emergency. 
Given this constraint, such competition as is practical shall be obtained". 
We recommend that even under emergency conditions, that at least informal competition be 
solicited as long as the required supplies, services, or construction items are procured in time to 
meet the emergency. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
We will obtain as much competition as practical as defined in the Code. 
B. Reporting Errors 
The following reporting errors were noted in our review of the Office's quarterly reports of 
sole source and emergency procurements. 
1695 
Description 
Sole Source Reporting Error 
Computer equipment 
PO Amount Amount Reported 
$1,367 $1,367 
Fiscal Year 95/96 Total Sole Source Reporting Error 
15 
($1 367) 
( 1.367) 
PO Description PO Amount Amount Reported Error 
Emergenc~ Reporting Error 
2589& Repair lightning damage 1,600 1,150 $ 45Q 
2591 
Fiscal Year 95/96 Total Emergenc~ Reporting Error $ 450 
Sole Source Reporting Error 
681 Disaster manuals/books 2,000 2,000 ($ 2.000) 
Fiscal Year 96/97 Total Sole Source Reporting Error ($ 2.0QQ) 
Emergenc~ Reporting Errors 
1303 Alarm system equipment 6,845 6,845 ($ 6,845) 
1883 Install alarm system 6,800 6,800 ( 6,800) 
1238 Telecommunications equipment 25,000 0 25,000 
1230 Telecommunications equipment 12,500 2,500 10,000 
1237 Telecommunications equipment 25,000 2,500 22,500 
1236 Telecommunications equipment 25,000 2,500 $22,500 
Addition error for quarterly report 154,033 131,533 22,500 
12/96 
Fiscal Year 96/97 Total Emergenc~ Reporting Error $88.855 
The first reporting error listed, the computer equipment, was less than $1 ,500 thus not 
requiring a sole source since the amount was less than the competition threshold. The emergency 
purchase for the lightning damage was one purchase put on two purchase orders to the same 
vendor. Since the total of the purchase was over $1,500, the procurement should have been 
reported as an emergency. As it was, only part of the procurement was reported. The disaster 
manuals are books which are exempt from the Code and did not require that transaction be 
reported as a sole source. The two emergency procurements for the alarm system were two 
separate procurements, one for the equipment and the other for installation. Security precautions 
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preclude the same vendor from supplying and installing the equipment. The Office obtained 
sufficient competition to meet the requirements of the Code thus not requiring that emergency 
procurements be done. 
The telecommunications procurements was cited earlier in this report under Section I(D) as 
BPAs unnecessarily set up as emergencies since the limit per call for each purchase order was 
less than $1,500. However, of the purchase orders listed, the four purchase orders above were 
incorrectly recorded on the quarterly report. Finally, the quarterly report for October 1, 1996 
through December 31, 1996 was incorrectly added. 
We recommend amended reports be filed correcting the. errors as noted by fiscal year. More 
care should be taken in preparing the quarterly reports. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
Prior to the audit being placed in text form, the information was already corrected. The 
information on the emergency and sole source reports were updated as required. 
C. Unauthorized Telecommunications Procurements 
The following telecommunications procurements, done as sole sources, were not approved 
by the Office of Information Resources (OIR) of the Budget and Control Board as required by 
Section 1-11-430 of the Code of Laws. 
PO Description Amount 
462 Voice mail system $32,000 
1693 Telecommunications software 14,762 
1694 Telecommunications software 14,762 
Since· these procurements were not approved, they are unauthorized and require ratification 
from the Materials Management Office. 
17 
We recommend that telecommunication procurements, whether equipment or service, be 
coordinated through OIR in accordance to their guidelines. Ratification in accordance to 
Regulation 19-445.2015 must be requested from the Materials Management Office. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
PO 462 expended $32,000 for telecommunications equipment was justified as a sole source 
procurement. PO 1693 expended $14,762 for telecommunications equipment was justified as a 
sole source procurement. PO 1694 expended $14,762 for telecommunications equipment was 
justified as a sole source procurement. It was the misinterpretation of the Procurement Office 
that once certified as a sole source, the agency could procure information technology (IT) 
equipment and software over its certification. The personnel from the SCMD Office of 
Information Management (requester) as well as those in this office have been informed of our 
certification level of $5,000 on IT procurements and additional guidance on sole source 
procurements. 
D. Inappropriate Emergencies 
Two procurements done as emergencies were inappropriate. In both instances a lapse of 
funding was used as the basis for the emergencies and the emergency conditions had been known 
for an extended period of time. 
PO Description Amount 
1408 Remove asphalt and replace with concrete $37,520 
1416 Lightning surge protection 30,062 
Considering that the funds were available for almost a year at the point that the emergency 
was declared and projects had been established several months earlier for those specific 
purposes, we disagree with the use of the emergency procurement procedure. Further, neither of 
the transactions were supported by evidence of competition. 
We recommend the Office manage its funds and projects in a more timely manner to reduce 
emergency procurements. A lapse of funds is not an adequate reason to declare an emergency 
procurement when the funds had been available all along. 
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OFFICE RESPONSE 
These procurements were justified as emergencies due to (1) safety issues and (2) the fact of the 
execution authority for funds ~ere to expire. The repair of the contingency warehouse and ramp 
area on PO 1408 was necessary due water runoff undermining the asphalt pad and ramp. The 
funds for PO 1416 was obligated to repair and install electrical surge protection equipment for 
the Army Aviation Support Facility. This equipment will protect the electrical and 
communications equipment used in the daily operation of the flight operations. It is understood 
that procurement actions may not be deemed an emergency when the sole justification is based 
on the fact that funding will expire. One exception that could be inferred is when funding is 
made available at the very end of the fiscal year and we are not provided enough time to properly 
compete the action. In the future we will make a concerted effort to identify potential projects 
and the potential windfall funding prior to the action date, as to allow time to fully comply with 
the Code and regulations. Discussions with personnel from your audit staff have increased our 
procurement staffs knowledge and will assist this Office in lowering the error rate on 
procurement actions. Most of the problem found in this audit shall be eliminated in the future. 
E. Emergency Caused By Poor Planning 
On purchase order 1680 in the amount of $3,696, one of the Armories ran out of heating oil 
during a weekend and had to have oil delivered over that weekend. Better planning would have 
avoided this emergency procurement. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
It is agreed that this procurement action was caused by poor planning and steps have been 
instituted to eliminate such emergencies caused by negligence in the future. Discussions with 
personnel from your audit staff have increased our procurement staffs knowledge and have 
assisted this Office in lowering the error nite on procurement aCtions. 
F. Drug-Free Workplace Certifications Not Obtained 
We noted three emergency procurements for $50,000 or greater where the Office did not 
obtain the required certification from vendors stating they were in compliance with the South 
Carolina Drug-Free Workplace Act. 
Description Amount 
767 Safety equipment $111 ,472 
863 Safety equipment 71,007 
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Description Amount 
846 Runway repairs $237,100 
Effective January 1, 1991, Section 44-107-30 of th'e South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, 
requires that no State agency may enter into a domestic contract or make a domestic grant with 
any individual for a stated or estimated value of fifty thousand dollars or more unless the contract 
or grant includes a certification that the individual will not engage in the unlawful manufacture, 
distribution, possession, or use of a controlled substance in the performance of the contract. 
We recommend the Office obtain the Drug-Free Workplace certification on all contracts 
$50,000 or greater. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
It was an improper interpretation of the Code on POs 767 and 863 in which we inferred that a 
statement was not required. We thought that if the vendor was not actually "setting foot" on the 
State's property, that a statement was not required. Not having the certification on PO 846 was 
an oversight by this Office as it was actually completed on our property. Your staff in the exit 
briefing addressed this specific issue and its requirements. We now more fully understand the 
need for this certification. Additional guidance is being disseminated to the potential requesters 
of such services to ensure compliance in the future. 
G. Sole Source And Emergency Determinations Not Dated 
The following transactions did not have the appropriately dated sole source or emergency 
determinations. As a result, we were unable to determine if the procurements were approved in a 
timely manner. 
Description Date Amount Reported 
998 Safety equipment 09/96 $14,380 
993 Safety equipment 09/96 15,602 
994 Safety equipment 09/96 29,525 
995 Safety equipment 09/96 42,741 
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Description Amount Reported 
681 Disaster manuals 08/96 $2,000 
2565 Split face block & motor 04/97 3,502 
We recommend that all sole source and emergency determinations be dated at the time they 
are signed by the authorizing official. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
It was an oversight that the statements were not dated. Per your suggestion, the forms are now 
dated at the time of initiation. · 
ill. General Procurement Exceptions 
A. Unauthorized Procurements 
Our testing revealed seven unauthorized procurements. 
Item Document Reference Description Amount 
PO 135 Printing services $ 6,590 
2 P0959 Global positioning system 15,625 
3 Bid DP-004-96-01-001 Communications equipment 12,780 
4 PO 102828 LCD projectors 6,465 
5 PO 2625 Parking lot renovations 9,680 
6 Bid DP-001-96-08-001 Uniform rental for 5 years 29,297 
7 Voucher 7224 Meals for guardsmen 2,935 
An unauthorized procurement is an acting obligating the State by someone that does not 
have the authority to do so. Except for the last item listed above, all of the procurements were 
over the Office's procurement authority. Items 1 though 4 are classified as information 
technology which the Office has a limit of $5,000 per purchase commitment. The parking lot 
renovations are considered construction services which the Office has a limit of $5,000 per 
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purchase commitment also. On item 6 for the unifonn rentals, the total potential award of this 
contract exceeded the $25,000 certification for goods and services. For the meals on item 7, we 
saw no evidence of competition or the purchase being ro~ted through an authorized procurement 
official. 
We recommend the Office adhere to the delegated procurement authority limits. 
Procurements. over this authority should be submitted to the Materials Management Office for 
processing unless they are sole source, emergency, state contract or exempt transactions. 
Ratification must be requested in accordance to Regulation 19-445.2015 from the Materials 
Management Office for items 1 to 6. Ratification must be requested from the Agency Head for 
item 7. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
The procurements 1-4 were cited for exceeding the agency certification of $5,000 for infonnation 
technology. It was the misinterpretation of the Procurement Office that the agency's certification 
for goods and services ($25,000) covered infonnation technology. PO 2625 expended $9,680 for 
a repairs/construction of a parking lot. This action was cited for exceeding the agency 
certification ($5,000) for construction. The action was initially started as a maintenance and 
repair project to stabilize and resurface the parking lot adjace!lt to the United States Property and 
Fiscal Officer (USPFO) warehouse. It was the interpretation of this office and that of the 
Facilities Maintenance Officer (FMO) that this action constituted a repair and thus did not exceed 
the agency certification for goods and services ($25,000). Bid DP-001-96-08-001 awarded a 
blanket purchase agreement totaling $14,0oo (PO 1353-01) for one year supply of cook's 
unifonns and cleaning service. This action was cited as the total potential for the award 
exceeding the agency certification ($25,000). Voucher 7224 expended $2,935 for meals for 
guardsmen and Emergency Preparedness Department personnel during Hurricane Fran. The 
meals were obtained in an emergency status and were not bid competitively. This action could 
have been processed as either sole source or as an emergency procurement action but was not 
supported with either documentation. Initially this action was processed as a Federal 
Procurement action DAHA38-96-W-0052. Once the funds were made available for State active 
duty it was transferred to the State. Personnel from your audit staff has assisted this office in 
obtaining current copies of the procurement regulation, Code, and pertinent fonns with the 
proper interpretation of each. In the near future we will make changes to our internal 
procurement regulation to fully explain procurement requirements. Our procurement staff is to 
schedule and teach a short course on procurement standards to all program managers and other 
potential requesters for procurement action. Anned with additional infonnation and the fact that 
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procurement employees are taking classes on procurement standards, I feel that most of the 
problems found in the audit shall be eliminated in the future. 
B. Procurements Without Competition 
The following procurements were made without any evidence of competition, sole source or 
emergency determination. 
Description Amount 
1862 Develop seismicity maps of South Carolina $3,700 
341 Pump out tank 3,500 
Both procurements were made by someone with delegated procurement authority. However, 
the procurements were not made in accordance to the Code. For the seismicity maps, the Office 
considered this transaction to be a pass through grant. Purchase order 341 appeared to be a 
emergency procurement, however a determination to support the emergency procurement was not 
prepared. 
We recommend that procurements be made in accordance to the authorized procedures 
outlined in the Code. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
PO 1862 was for. a seismic survey of SC. The vendor was another state agency. It was deemed 
that no competition was required to obta.ln this service from another agency. It is now known 
that a justification for contract between agencies (MMO form 136) could apply. PO 341 was 
fully warranted to be a health/safety emergency. This procurement action should have been 
supported with an emergency certification. If the certification document was completed, it could 
not be provided to the audit staff. 
C. Competition Requirements Not Based On Total Contract 
From an award made on purchase order 913 for a pick up and delivery service of rocks, we 
learned that the Office does not consider the total potential value of solicitations in determining 
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competition requirements. On this particular sollcitation, the total awards of $24,668 were made 
to four different vendors. Since no single award exceeded $10,000, the Office only solicited four 
verbal quotes. However, based on the total potential" value of the solicitation, five written 
solicitations of written quotes plus advertisement in the South Carolina Business Opportunities 
(SCBO) were required at that time. Under recent changes to the Code, procurements from 
$10,000 to $25,000 require advertisement in SCBO without a minimum number of solicitations 
being made. 
We recommend the Office consider the total potential award of solicitations, whether single 
or multiple awards are made, in determining the competition requirements. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
Four purchase orders were placed for the delivery of CR-14 (crusher run) rock in four geographic 
areas. The procurement action was competed with five known vendors within the state. Many 
vendors did not wish to provide quotes statewide due to their increased distribution cost, but 
deliver quotes for local areas. Individual purchase orders were placed to the low bidder for the 
amount of rock required within that geographic area. Attempts were made to ensure that 
competition was provided and that the price was fair and reasonable. As discussed, the total 
project should have been considered as one project, regardless of the situation and distances 
involved. In the future we will attempt to ensure that projects are viewed, as to Code 
requirements, as one project and bid as the dollar amount and Code dictates. 
D. Incorrect Award Made 
The lowest responsive bidder was not awarded the contract on purchase order 518 in the 
amount of $3,621 for building supplies. We believe the quotes were not properly evaluated 
which lead to the incorrect vendor receiving the award. Based on our review comparing like 
items, the vendor that did not receive the award was $272 less than the awarded vendor 
We recommend quotes be evaluated carefully when determining an award. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
The purchase order was incorrectly awarded to the second lowest bidder. We are making a 
concerted effort to evaluate all quotes and responses submitted to eliminate errors such as this in 
the future. 
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E. Multi-Term Determinations Not Prepared 
Our testing revealed two instances where the Office did not comply with the multi-term 
provisions of the Code. 
Document Reference Description Amount 
DP-011-97-BG-02 Janitorial services for 15 months $7,350 
DP-001-96-08-001 Five year contract for uniform rentals 29,297 
A written determination justifying the use of a contract which exceeds one year must be 
prepared per Section 11-35-2030(2) of the Code. 
We recommend the Office comply with Section 11-35-2030(2) by justifying in writing prior 
to the solicitation for contracts that have the potential to exceed one year. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
In the future, procurement actions that may be continued for more than one year will be 
supported with this document as well as being reviewed to total cost for the proposed time. 
Procurements of this type will be used where the State will achieve a cost saving through 
averting the potential high startup cost for service. 
F. Quotes Not Always Date Stamped 
We noticed that not all quotes had been date and time stamped showing that they had been 
received prior to the openings. The date and time stamp machine is a secure instrument that 
requires a key to change the settings. 
We recommend this procedure be done to show, through an independent means, that all 
quotes which are tabulated were received prior to the opening. This procedure helps protect the 
Office and the procurement officers conducting the openings. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
Quotes are not always time/date stamped at the time of reception in this office. In the future, all 
quotes will be time/date stamped upon arrival. When quotes are mailed we will stamp and retain 
the envelope in the bid package. 
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N. Construction Procurements 
A. Professional Service Contracts Related to Construction 
The Office was unable to provide us with the following documentation required by the Code 
for procurements of architecturaV engineering contracts. 
Project Number 
E24-9590 
E24-9639 
E24-N036 
E24-9644 
E24-D001 
Description 
Congaree Armory 
Leesburg washrack/ fuel facility 
Storm water pollution 
prevention plan 
Leesburg region leadership 
school 
Underground storage tank 
removal 
Missing Documents 
Federal Standard Forms 254 and 255 
Federal Standard Forms 254 and 255 
Federal Standard Forms 254 ~d 255 
Federal Standard Forms 254 .and 255 
Federal Standard Forms 254 and 255, 
ranking report and notice of rank.ings 
The federal standard forms are required to be submitted by firms for consideration in being 
selected for an interview. These forms in simple terms are resumes. On the last contract listed, 
in addition to the federal standard forms, we were not provided with the ranking report or shown 
where this report was sent to all respondents for this contract. All of these. documents are 
required by Section 11-35-3220 of the Code. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
Several Federal forms 254 and 255 were not in the project books. Mter an exhaustive search, no 
additional forms were found. Policies have been instituted to ensure that all required 
documentation will be included in the project folders . 
B. Emergency Construction Contract Not Reported 
On construction project E24-N054, to furnish and install infrared gas unit heaters in the 
amount of $16,872, the Office declared the procurement an emergency. The emergency was 
reported to the State Engineer' s Office within ten days. However, the Office failed to report the 
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emergency procurement to the Materials Management Office as required by Section ll-35-2440 
of the Code on its quarterly reports of emergency procurements. 
We recommend all construction procurements done as emergencies be reported on the 
quarterly reports in accordance to Section 11-35-2440. An amended report should be filed 
adding this emergency procurement. 
OFFICE RESPONSE 
The emergency procurement action was reported to the State Engineer's Office but was not 
reported to the Materials Management Office (MMO) in the routine emergency procurement 
report. Policies have been instituted to ensure that all emergency procurements over $1 ,500 are 
reported to MMO in the quarterly report. 
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CERTIFICATION RECOMMENDATION 
We must state our concern over the number and Jype of Procurement Code violations 
identified in this report. During the last audit the Office requested procurement certification for 
the first time and it was granted. We have identified some break downs in internal controls 
which must be corrected in order to safeguard against further Procurement Code violations. 
As enumerated in our transmittal letter, corrective action based on the recommendations 
described in this report, we believe, will in all material respects place the Office of Adjutant 
General in compliance with the South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code. We will 
perform a follow-up review by March 31, 1998, to ensure that the Office has completed this 
corrective action. 
Under the authority described in Section 11-35-1210 of the Procurement Code, subject to 
this corrective action, we recommend the Office of the Adjutant General be certified to make 
direct agency procurements for two years up to the limit as follows. 
PROCUREMENT AREA RECOMMENDED CERTIFICATION LIMIT 
Goods and Services *$25,000 per commitment 
*This means the total potential purchase commitment to the State whether single year or multi-
term contracts are used. 
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Robert J. Aycock, IV 
Audit Manager 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
· ~ttie 1liu~get an~ <!Tnntrnl ~aro 
OFACE OF GENERAL SERVICES 
DAVIDM.BRASLBY,C~ 
OOVBllNOR 
RICHARD A. BCltSTROM 
STA TB TRRASUJlBil 
BAIUJ! B. MORRIS,JJL 
COMPTROlli!R GBNBRAL 
Mr. R. Voight Shealy 
Materials Management Officer 
Materials Management Office 
1201 Main Street, Suite 600 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
Dear Voight: 
HBU!N T. ZBIGLBR 
DIRBCTOR 
MATERIALS· MANAGEMENT OFFICB 
1201 MAIN STRE.BT, SUITB 600 
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201 
(803) 137~ 
Fu (803) 737~39 
VOIGHT SHBAL Y 
ASSIST ANT DIRBCTOR 
May 20, 1998 
JOHN DRUMMOND 
CHAIRMAN, SBNA TB FINANCB COMMITT1lB 
HE!NilY B. BROWN, JJL 
C~. WAYS AND MEANS COMMITT1lB 
LUTHER F. CARTBII. 
I!XEClJilVB DUlBCI'OR 
We have reviewed the response from the Office of the Adjutant General to our audit report for 
the period of July 1, 1995 -June 30, 1997. A follow-up review of procurement transactions from 
July 1, 1997- March 31, 1998 was completed on April 7, 1998. Also we have followed the 
Office's corrective action during the audit and the follow-up review. We are satisfied that the 
Office has corrected the problem areas and the internal controls over the procurement system are 
adequate. 
Therefore, we recommend the Budget and. Control Board grant the Office of the Adjutant · 
General the certification limit noted in our report for a period of two years. 
Sincerely, 
~G~~ 
Larry G. Sorrell, Manager 
Audit and Certification 
LGS/tl 
Total Copies Printed - 30 
Unit Cost- .37 
Total Cost - $11.20 
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